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I, Sherry Lichtenberg, being of lawful age and duly sworn upon my oath, do hereby 1 

depose and state as follows: 2 

1.  My name is Sherry Lichtenberg. My business address is 1133-19th St., N.W., 3 

Washington, DC 20036.  I am currently employed by WorldCom, Inc., (referred 4 

to herein as either “MCI” or “WorldCom”). I am part of the MCI local services 5 

team where I am Senior Manager for Operations Support Systems Interfaces and 6 

Facilities Testing and Development.  MCI is the WorldCom business unit that 7 

provides long distance and local service to residential and small business 8 

customers.  I am the same Sherry Lichtenberg who filed an Initial Affidavit in 9 

Phase 2 of this proceeding on February 21, 2003. 10 

  11 

Purpose and Scope of Affidavit 12 

2. I will respond to various issues related to SBC Illinois’ Operations Support 13 

Systems (“OSS”) that were addressed by SBC witnesses in rebuttal affidavits that 14 

were circulated to parties on March 3, 2003.  In particular, I will respond to the 15 

SBC Illinois rebuttal affidavits of Scott Alexander, Mark Cottrell, Denise Kagan, 16 

Justin Brown, and Carol Chapman.  My comments will focus on the following 17 

OSS related issues:  (1) SBC’s failure to render accurate and reliable wholesale 18 

bills; (2) continuing problems with Line Loss Notifications (“LLNs”);  (3) SBC’s 19 

transmission of incorrect completion notices;   (4) problems processing orders for 20 

new lines due to “working service conflicts”;  (5) missing service order 21 
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completions and cancellations;  (6) unreliable performance data; and (7) line 22 

splitting ordering problems.   23 

   24 

3. As discussed in greater detail below, SBC has failed to demonstrate that its OSS 25 

are operating properly and in a manner that would allow the Illinois Commerce 26 

Commission (“Commission”) recommend that the Federal Communications 27 

Commission (“FCC”) grant authority to provide in-state, interLATA services. 28 

Unless and until SBC’s OSS problems, are addressed and fully resolved, there can 29 

be no credible finding that SBC Illinois’ local market is fully and irreversibly 30 

open to competition.  31 

 32 

A. SBC’s Wholesale Billing Is Inaccurate And Unreliable. 33 

4. SBC addressed billing issues in the affidavit of Scott Alexander and the joint 34 

affidavit of Mark Cottrell and Denise Kagan (“Cottrell/Kagan”). These 35 

individuals paint a rosy picture of SBC’s billing capabilities that is belied by 36 

recent SBC statements about its wholesale billing, information that SBC sent to 37 

WorldCom (and, presumably, other CLECs) in February 2003 indicating that it 38 

will receive credits to reflect a “reconciliation” of UNE-P charges, and 39 

WorldCom’s commercial experience with SBC Illinois’ wholesale billing.  40 

 41 

5. For example, Cottrell/Kagan claim that “SBC Illinois provides CLECs with 42 

accurate timely, and auditable billing and usage information in compliance with 43 
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the Act.”1   Cottrell/Kagan attempt to minimize the billing errors that Competitive 44 

Local Exchange Carriers (“CLECs”) identified asserting that “none of the billing 45 

claims raised by the CLECs reflect systemic wholesale billing problems that are 46 

likely to recur.”2   Instead of addressing specific issues raised by WorldCom, 47 

Cottrell/Kagan brush aside specific allegations with general, sweeping 48 

contentions: 49 

Many of the claims raised by CLECs describe incidents that are 50 
outdated or involve small disputed amounts, or stem from one-time 51 
system changes, and thus do not indicate any competitive impacts 52 
on CLECs.  Other claims raised by CLECs are so general and 53 
lacking in detail that it has been difficult for SBC Illinois to 54 
investigate and respond to their claims.  Although CLECs do raise 55 
claims of billing error, none of their claims demonstrate any 56 
systemic issues with SBC Illinois’ billing OSS, and or succed in 57 
rebutting SBC Illinois’ showing that its billing OSS are compliant 58 
with checklist item 2.3   59 
 60 
 61 

6. The Cottrell/Kagan affidavit does not comport with reality.  As an initial matter, it 62 

fails to answer any of the specific problems that I identified with respect to 63 

widespread inaccuracies that are contained in the monthly wholesale bills 64 

received by WorldCom that are generated through SBC Illinois’ Carrier Access 65 

Billing System (“CABS”).  While I provided a list of Universal Service Ordering 66 

Codes (“USOCs”) and rates that SBC has been charging WorldCom for activities 67 

and products associated with those USOCs, Cottrell/Kagan did not and could not 68 

                                                           
1 Cottrell/Kagan Reb. Aff., p. 2. 
 
2 Id. 
 
3 Id., pp. 2-3. 
 



Phase 2 Rebuttal Affidavit 
Sherry Lichtenberg  

Docket No. 01-0662 
March 12, 2003 

 

4

answer why any such rate was appropriately being charged to WorldCom for 69 

services it provides to end user customers via the Unbundled Network Element 70 

Platform (“UNE-P” or “UNE Platform”).  I described a $53.01 charge associated 71 

with the “UJR” and “UPC” USOCs that SBC has charged WorldCom in each 72 

month since August 2000 well over a thousand times.  I noted that for months in 73 

which WorldCom has not provided “new lines” or “additional lines” to 74 

customers, SBC has been charging WorldCom outdated line connection charges 75 

that are contrary to SBCs UNE-P tariff.  I further described the fact that SBC has 76 

been charging WorldCom $5.01 monthly recurring charge for unbundled local 77 

switching ports when SBC was ordered by the Commission to revise that rate in 78 

an order issued in Docket 00-0700 on July 10, 2002.  The amount of incorrect 79 

charges that SBC has assessed to WorldCom are substantial.  Cottrell/Kagan fail 80 

to address any of these issues. 81 

 82 

7. Indeed, SBC has admitted that many of the charges and USOCs that I described in 83 

my direct affidavit do not comport with its existing tariffs and should not be 84 

applicable to UNE-P ordering or provisioning.  In response to WorldCom’s 85 

inquiry about USOCs and associated rates that routinely appeared on WorldCom 86 

UNE-P bills from August 2002 through January 2003, SBC indicated: 87 

 As noted in the response below, the following non-recurring 88 
charges are not currently applicable to the ordering and 89 
provisioning of UNE-P in Illinois : (1) NR9UU, SO Charge-Initial 90 
Basic Port ($17.37); (2) SEPUP, Processing Charge-Establish 91 
(loop order) ($13.17); (3) UJR, Basic Line Port-Residence 92 
($53.01); and  (4) UPC, Basic Line Port-Business ($53.01). Based 93 
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on a review of its electronic ordering and billing systems, SBC 94 
Illinois has confirmed that these USOCs are not, in fact, currently 95 
being applied to UNE-P orders from MCI that flow through the 96 
those systems. To the extent that these rates have been charged to 97 
MCI in Illinois during periods of time when they were 98 
inapplicable, such incorrect charges appear to have been the result 99 
of errors in manually handling a small percentage of orders that 100 
fell out of the electronic ordering system .   101 

 102 
The other USOCs listed below are all properly applicable to MCI’s 103 
bills for UNE-P. In the case of  six of those USOCs, however, the 104 
rates listed below are not consistent with the currently effective 105 
tariff rates for UNE-P. These USOCs include the following non-106 
recurring charges (NR9F6, NR9UV, and  SEPUC) and the 107 
following recurring charges (UJR, UPC and UPZ). Our review 108 
indicates that the MCI-specific UNE-P pricing table  in the Illinois 109 
CABs billing system was not updated when changes to those rates 110 
became effective at various times during 2002. The Company in 111 
the process of updating those tables.4 112 

   113 

8. Each of the above-noted USOCs and rates routinely appeared on WorldCom 114 

UNE-P CABS bills from at least August 2002 through January 2003.  WorldCom 115 

purchases UNE-P and unbundled local switching and shared transport out of SBC 116 

Illinois’ tariffs.  SBC response to WorldCom’s USOC rate questions 117 

acknowledges that SBC has assessed charges to WorldCom that are not consistent 118 

with its tariffs and Commission-approved Total Element Long Run Incremental 119 

(“TELRIC”) recurring and nonrecurring rates associated with UNE-P.  Simply 120 

put, that fact cannot be squared with the position of Cottrell/Kagan that SBC’s 121 

bills are accurate, timely and auditable. 122 

                                                           
4 See Response of SBC Illinois to a portion of the data requests contained in WorldCom letter 
from Darrell Townsley to Karl B. Anderson, Counsel for SBC Illinois, dated February 19, 2003, 
response to request No. 1.0.  The entire response is appended to this affidavit and identified as 
Schedule 1. 
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 123 

9. Moreover, while SBC’s answers to WorldCom’s billing questions attempt to 124 

leave the impression that billing errors are insignificant or have been fixed, that is 125 

not true.  For instance, while SBC says they are not applicable to UNE-P ordering 126 

or provisioning in Illinois, WorldCom was able to discern from its February 16, 127 

2003 CABS bill that SBC continues to bill WorldCom for the following USOCs 128 

at the following rates:  NR9UU, SO Charge-Initial Basic Port ($17.37); (2) 129 

SEPUP, Processing Charge-Establish (loop order) ($13.17); (3) UJR, Basic Line 130 

Port-Residence ($53.01); and  (4) UPC, Basic Line Port-Business ($53.01).  That 131 

is true despite SBC’s response to WorldCom’s billing questions which indicates 132 

that SBC checked its ordering and billing systems and confirmed that those 133 

USOCs “are not, in fact, currently being applied to UNE-P orders from MCI that 134 

flow through the those systems.”  In addition, WorldCom has confirmed that its 135 

February 16, 2003 CABS bill continues to include a $5.01 monthly recurring 136 

charge for the unbundled local switching port for which WorldCom should be 137 

charged no more than $2.18.  This unbundled local switching overcharge has been 138 

assessed to WorldCom by SBC hundreds of thousands of times on a monthly 139 

basis at least since August 2002, and continues to appear on WorldCom’s latest 140 

bill.  Again, WorldCom’s commercial experience with SBC’s wholesale billing 141 

cannot be squared with the position of Cottrell/Kagan that SBC’s bills are 142 

accurate, timely and auditable. 143 

    144 
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10. In addition to SBC’s acknowledgement that its wholesale bills do not reflect 145 

accurate rates for UNE-P and WorldCom’s commercial experience with SBC’s 146 

inaccurate wholesale bills, SBC has indicated that it is “reconciling” Illinois 147 

UNE-P charges.  As I had mentioned in my Phase 2 Direct Affidavit, on or about 148 

February 6, 2003 SBC indicated that WorldCom would be receiving a credit from 149 

SBC to reflect a “reconciliation” of UNE-P charges.  It is my understanding that 150 

the specific amount of credit that SBC indicated it would be providing to 151 

WorldCom to “reconcile” UNE-P charges for Illinois is approximately $2.1 152 

million.  While credits started to appear on WorldCom’s February 16, 2003 153 

CABS bill, it is my understanding that no credit was applied for misbilled UNE-P 154 

nonrecurring charges, and that WorldCom has been unable to determine the bases 155 

for the credits that are being applied to some recurring charges.  It remains 156 

unclear exactly what SBC is “reconciling” – in other words what the credits are 157 

for and how and why they are being applied.  Clearly, SBC’s behavior here does 158 

not portray a robust billing system which produces auditable and correct bills. 159 

 160 

11. SBC witness Scott Alexander also addresses the billing issue.  Mr. Alexander’s 161 

rebuttal affidavit raises the issue that any determination as to whether particular 162 

rates have been appropriately applied in a specific situation requires an analysis of 163 

that CLEC’s interconnection agreement to determine whether it is to be billed 164 

items at the effective contract rates, or at the tariffed rates.  In his opinion, Mr. 165 

Alexander believes that effective contract rates apply unless an amendment to a 166 
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CLEC’s contract incorporates updated rates or an effective tariff is incorporated 167 

into the contract by reference.  Mr. Alexander also claims that if a CLEC’s 168 

effective agreement contains rates, terms and conditions for a particular UNE, 169 

then the CLEC may not unilaterally elect to take the same UNE under an effective 170 

tariff. 5 171 

 172 

12.  Mr. Alexander’s affidavit implies that all of the billing errors identified by 173 

CLECs are not legitimate because they may not be properly purchasing items 174 

from a tariff or have their interconnection agreements amended.  Mr. Alexander’s 175 

contentions certainly do not apply to the billing accuracy issues that WorldCom 176 

has raised. As I observed in my Phase 2 Direct Affidavit at footnote 12 and as 177 

discussed above, WorldCom purchases unbundled local switching and shared 178 

transport and UNE-P out of SBC Illinois’ tariffs.  SBC has not disputed that 179 

WorldCom purchases these items out of its tariff.  Indeed, SBC has indicated to 180 

WorldCom that the unbundled local switching and shared transport that is in the 181 

SBC/WorldCom interconnection agreement is not the same unbundled local 182 

switching and shared transport that SBC uses to provide UNE-P.  As such, it is 183 

not possible for WorldCom to purchase unbundled local switching and shared 184 

transport and, in turn, UNE-P from that interconnection agreement.  Instead, 185 

WorldCom purchases those items from SBC Illinois’ tariffs.   186 

 187 

                                                           
5 Alexander Reb. Aff., pp. 5-6. 
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13. Thus, all of the rates that WorldCom pays for these items come from SBC’s 188 

tariffs and the Commission’s orders that have determined the just and reasonable 189 

rates recurring and nonrecurring for those items.  Any inference that Mr. 190 

Alexander is attempting to make does can not apply to WorldCom’s billing 191 

disputes.  Moreover, if Mr. Alexander believes that his analysis somehow applies 192 

to the rates and USOCs that I identified in my Direct Affidavit, he has failed to 193 

address in any manner what he believes the appropriate rates are that WorldCom 194 

should be charged or the basis for such rates.  Mr. Alexander’s affidavit does 195 

nothing to shed light on how SBC’s wholesale billing is accurate and appears to 196 

exacerbate Commission and CLEC confusion about what rates should apply.   197 

 198 

14. Finally, I disagree with Mr. Alexander’s assertion that a CLEC may not 199 

unilaterally elect to take the same UNE under an effective tariff if it has that same 200 

UNE in its contract.  I am not an attorney and neither is Mr. Alexander.  201 

Nevertheless, the plain language of SBC Illinois unbundled local switching tariff 202 

plainly states that a CLEC with an interconnection agreement can purchase out of 203 

the tariff: 204 

 205 

Unless otherwise provided in an interconnection agreement or amendment 206 
thereto between the Company and a telecommunications carrier which is 207 
dated after June 30, 2001, telecommunications carriers that already have 208 
an interconnection agreement with the Company pursuant to Section 252 209 
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 shall be permitted to purchase 210 
ULS-ST under this tariff. However, a telecommunications carrier is not 211 
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required to have an interconnection agreement with the Company before 212 
subscribing to ULS-ST under this tariff. ULS-ST is available to a 213 
requesting telecommunications carrier for the provision of local exchange, 214 
interexchange that includes local, local toll, and intraLATA toll, and 215 
exchange access telecommunications services within the LATA to its end 216 
users or payphone service providers.6 217 

 218 
15. Similarly, SBC Illinois’ UNE-P tariff plainly states that a CLEC with an 219 

interconnection agreement can purchase out of the tariff: 220 

Unless otherwise provided in an interconnection agreement or amendment 221 
thereto between the Company and a telecommunications carrier which is 222 
dated after June 30, 2001, that telecommunications carrier shall be 223 
permitted to subscribe to Pre-Existing and New UNE-P under this tariff 224 
regardless of whether or not the telecommunications carrier has an 225 
effective interconnection agreement with the Company pursuant to 226 
Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.7 227 

 228 

16. Based on the foregoing passages from SBC Illinois tariffs, the inference in Mr. 229 

Alexaner’s affidavit that a CLEC may not unilaterally elect to take the same UNE 230 

under an effective tariff if it has that same UNE in its contract is clearly wrong. 231 

 232 

17. Neither the joint affidavit of SBC witnesses Cottrell and Kagan nor the affidavit 233 

of SBC witness Scott Alexander directly address the wholesale billing issues that 234 

WorldCom has raised in Phase 2 of this proceeding.  The undisputed record 235 

demonstrates that SBC Illinois is failing to “provide competitive LECs with . . . 236 

                                                           
6 SBC Illinois ULS-ST tariff, SBC Illinois Tariff 20, Part 19, Section 21, 5th Revised Sheet No. 
1, effective July 12, 2002. 
 
7 SBC Illinois UNE-P tariff, SBC Illinois Tariff 20, Part 19, Section 15, 5th Revised Sheet No. 5, 
effective July 12, 2002. 
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complete, accurate and timely wholesale bills,” 8  and has been unable to date to 237 

“demonstrate that it can produce a readable, auditable and accurate wholesale bill 238 

in order to satisfy its nondiscrimination requirements under checklist item 2.”9  239 

For these reasons, SBC Illinois has failed to demonstrate that it provides 240 

nondiscriminatory access to network elements in accordance with the 241 

requirements of sections 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1) and checklist item 2.  Nothing in 242 

SBC Illinois’ rebuttal affidavits has caused me to change my recommendation 243 

that the Commission withhold any favorable recommendation on SBC’s request 244 

for Section 271 authority unless and until SBC demonstrates that it provides 245 

CLECs with complete, accurate and timely wholesale bills that are readable, 246 

accurate and auditable.  Absent such a showing, SBC cannot demonstrate that it 247 

satisfies the nondiscrimination requirements under checklist item 2. 248 

 249 

 B.   Additional Line Loss Notification (“LLN”) Problems Identified. 250 

18. At pages 43 through 46 of its reply comments, SBC acknowledges that Line Loss 251 

Notice (“LLN”) problems have persisted.  However, SBC attempts to characterize 252 

the LLN problems cited by CLECs as insignificant since they were limited in time 253 

and scope and were resolved by parties quickly on a business-to-business basis.  254 

                                                           
8 In the Matter of Application by Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Verizon Long Distance, Verizon 
Enterprise Solutions, Verizon Global Networks Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc. for 
Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Pennsylvania, (CC Docket No. 01-
138), ¶ 13 (“Pennsylvania Order”).   
 
9 Pennsylvania Order at ¶ 22.  
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While it apparently believes that LLN issues are not really a problem, SBC points 255 

to the LLN Communications Improvement Plan it filed in Michigan as additional 256 

assurance that future LLN issues will be addressed in an effective manner.10   257 

 258 

19. Paper promises that future LLN problems will be resolved in an effective manner 259 

provide little if any comfort to CLECs that have suffered through customer 260 

impacting LLN problems for over a year.  On March 6, 2003 – three days after 261 

SBC filed its Reply Comments and rebuttal affidavits in this proceeding -- SBC 262 

sent a notification to CLECs in an accessible letter identified as CLECAMS03-263 

019 stating: 264 

The purpose of this accessible letter is to inform CLECs of a Line 265 
Loss Notification issue identified on 3/5/03 in the SBC Midwest 266 
Region 5-State.    As a result of a CLEC report, SBC Midwest 267 
Region 5-State investigation has identified situations where 268 
notifications were sent on lines that CLECs did not lose.  These 269 
occurred when the winning CLEC used LSOR version 5 and 270 
assumed the main billing telephone number (BTN) only, of a 271 
multi-line account.  Loss notifications were sent appropriately on 272 
the lost billing number.  In addition, loss notifications appear to 273 
have been sent as well on the new main billing number, when it 274 
was not an actual loss.  It appears this issue affected less than 3000 275 
transactions over a period of several months.  276 

 277 
Additional analysis is currently being conducted to determine the 278 
start date of the issue, the exact number of Line Loss Notifications 279 
(LLNs) sent in error, the CLECs impacted and to better understand 280 
the root cause.  SBC Midwest Region 5-State will provide more 281 
information regarding this issue in a related accessible letter at the 282 
earliest possible date.  All affected CLECs will be contacted 283 
directly by their OSS Manager. 284 
 285 

 286 

                                                           
10 Reply comments, p. 46;  Cottrell Reb. Aff. Paragraphs, 22-23. 
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20. This notification came just after CLECs and SBC completed discussion of the so-287 

called line loss compliance plan in Michigan.  One of the biggest issues in this 288 

discussion was the CLEC request that an announcement of a line loss problem be 289 

sent as soon as the problem was detected and that all CLECs be informed.  While 290 

SBC did not want to follow this process, it appears from SBC’s March 6 291 

accessible letter that such a notification was indeed necessary.  It is clear that 292 

SBC has not adequately addressed LNN problems.  The problem alluded to in the 293 

March 6 accessible letter is the same LLN problem SBC had previously - - that 294 

partial migrations are not generating line losses the way they should.  Shortly 295 

after receiving the March 6 letter, WorldCom contacted SBC in an attempt to 296 

determine to what extent this latest LLN problem would impact WorldCom’s 297 

operations.  While SBC has confirmed that WorldCom is impacted by this LLN 298 

problem, to date SBC has been unable to provide any information as to the level 299 

of that impact.  SBC has not provided WorldCom with the number of inaccurate 300 

LLNs that they have transmitted (this time the inaccurate LLNs told CLECs that a 301 

customer was lost when the customer was not) or how SBC will identify those 302 

customers that are impacted by the latest installment in the continuing LLN saga.  303 

WorldCom is still waiting.  Clearly, SBC’s 5-state investigation team doesn’t do 304 

much investigating.   305 

 306 

21. In addition to continuing LLN problems, it has come to Worldcom’s attention that 307 

so-called “winbacks” may not have been reported in the line loss performance 308 
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measure identified as Michigan 13  that was evaluated by BearingPoint.  309 

WorldCom also is concerned that SBC Illinois may not report these losses in the 310 

new Michigan 13 (“MI 13”) and  Michigan 13.1 (“MI 13.1”) metrics on line 311 

losses adopted in the last six month reviews.   CLECs had always intended all loss 312 

notices be covered by the metric.  Whether the loss is to other CLECs or back to 313 

SBC Illinois the business need for timely loss notices to the losing carrier does 314 

not differ.  The old version of Performance Measure MI 13 describes the start 315 

time for the measuring the time interval for the loss notice to the losing carrier 316 

from   the generation of a completion notice to the “new carrier” to which a 317 

customer switches his or her service.  However, SBC Illinois now construes 318 

Performance Measure MI 13 as originally constructed to exclude winbacks 319 

because completition notices were either not transmitted from SBC Illinois to 320 

itself when a customer switched service from a CLEC back to SBC, or SBC was 321 

simply ignoring those notices and availing itself of other more timely and superior 322 

line loss information that was not available to CLECs.  In other words, SBC 323 

apparently did count in the old MI 13 situations in which a customer leaves a 324 

CLEC to return to SBC Illinois – a so-called “winback” where SBC wins back the 325 

customer. 326 

 327 

22. The new MI 13 and MI 13.1 measures use “completion of work” as the start time 328 

in the definition, business rules and calculation section.  However, the second 329 

sentence of the business rules states: “The date that the last service order 330 
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associated with the LSR is provisioned is the work completion date.”   SBC 331 

Illinois now appears to be using the word LSR, which is a CLEC ordering 332 

vehicle, as a loophole in the new metric for excluding “winback” line loss notices.  333 

If winbacks were singled out from the other line loss notices and agreed to as 334 

exclusions in the six month review, the place to put information would have been 335 

in the Exclusions section of the metric.   336 

  337 

23. While MI 13 as originally interpreted by SBC apparently excluded winbacks, the 338 

Illinois Commission directed SBC Illinois to change the performance measure 339 

because it found in a complaint case brought by Z-Tel Communications that SBC 340 

Illinois was providing inferior and discriminatory access to OSS by providing 341 

CLECs with late and inaccurate LLNs.  At the same time SBC was providing 342 

CLECs with late and inaccurate LLNs, SBC was utilizing superior and more 343 

timely information  to instigate winback marketing to customers who had left 344 

SBC, thereby providing SBC an unearned marketing advantage.  In the Z-Tel 345 

complaint case the Commission found that SBC Illinois’ actions were per se 346 

impediments to competition that violate Illinois law.11  In discussing the 347 

discriminatory treatment that CLECs were experiencing as a result of SBC 348 

Illinois’ LLN practices, the Commission specifically addressed Performance 349 

Measure MI 13 and its shortcomings: 350 

                                                           
11 Z-Tel Communications, Inc. v. Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois, 
Order, Docket No. 02-0160, issued  May 8, 2002 (“Z-Tel Complaint”), p. 26. 
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The Commission finds that the LLN performance measure (“MI 351 
13”) needs to be improved. It is clear from the record in this case 352 
that MI 13 as it currently exists, is not adequately measuring 353 
Ameritech’s LLN failures. The performance measure shows 354 
Ameritech completing line loss notices in a timely manner in about 355 
90-95% of the time.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 14). Whereas, Z-Tel 356 
provided testimony that for the period from March 1, 2002 through 357 
March 11, 2002 (after the Complaint was filed) no less than 42% 358 
of the records received from Ameritech were provided to Z-Tel 359 
more than 6 days after the Ztel customer disconnected from Z-Tel. 360 
(Reith Direct Testimony at 9). There is clearly something wrong 361 
here. 362 
 363 
Staff witness Weber identified two problems with the way  364 
Ameritech measures its performance in delivering LLNs. First, the 365 
data Ameritech reports does not account for loss notifications that 366 
are supposed to be sent to a losing carrier but are not. Second, 367 
Ameritech measures the timeliness of its loss notification 368 
transactions from the time the completion notice is sent to the new 369 
carrier, instead of from the time the disconnect order completes for 370 
the losing carrier. Therefore, if Ameritech’s service order 371 
completion notices to the new carriers are delayed, the 372 
performance measure would not account for the delay. (Staff Ex. 373 
1.0 at 14). 374 

 375 
Staff witness Weber testified that since January 1, 2002, 83 CLECs 376 
could have been affected by the loss notification issue. (Staff Ex. 377 
1.0, p. 6). The performance measure needs to be redesigned to 378 
address the problems identified by Staff. Ameritech is directed to 379 
provide reports, to be reviewed by Z-Tel and Staff, describing its 380 
efforts in correcting the problems with MI 13.12 381 

 382 

24. While the Illinois Commission clearly wanted changes made to MI 13 to ensure 383 

that SBC was not discriminating in the provision of LLNs to CLECs and itself, 384 

SBC Illinois has now advised CLECs and Commission Staff that the revised MI 385 

13 discussed in the six month review also excludes winback LLNs.  This 386 

                                                           
12 Id., p. 26. 
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demonstrates that MI 13 has been severely compromised since it excludes the 387 

biggest problem in losses.  This revelation about MI 13 and MI 13.1 puts SBC 388 

Illinois’ claims about this metric in a whole new light.  SBC witness Mr. 389 

Cottrell’s affidavit that indicates that SBC has generated line losses over the last 6 390 

months, apparently excluding all winbacks.    Moreover, it appears to demonstrate 391 

that SBC Illinois can’t even figure out how many LLNs it has actually sent - ever.   392 

  393 

25. Since most of the line losses in SBC Illinois territory are more likely than not 394 

winbacks, i.e., customers who leave a CLEC and return to SBC Illinois, and most 395 

of the line loss problems have been with winbacks, this is disturbing and calls into 396 

question whether the metrics results reported by SBC Illinois for performance 397 

measure MI 13 mean anything.    The Commission should require testing of 398 

measure PM13 without the exclusion of winback lines losses.    399 

 400 

26. The confusion surrounding whether winback LLNs have been included in reports 401 

on MI 13 and 13.1 became apparent during a conference call concerning the 402 

Michigan OSS Compliance Plan on March 12, 2003.  During that call, 403 

representatives of SBC indicated that it was SBC’s intent that MI 13 and MI 13.1, 404 

as revised in the most recent 6 month review process, includes winbacks.  That 405 

intent was reflected in an e-mail from James Ehr to participants in the 6 month 406 

review process dated June 12, 2002.  That e-mail is appended to this affidavit and 407 

marked as Schedule 2.  Despite SBC’s stated intent, there was some concern 408 
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expressed that the business rules for MI 13 and MI 13.1 (as revised in the latest 6 409 

month review and as reflected in the performance measure tariff filed by SBC 410 

Illinois on February 7, 2003) would require winbacks to be excluded.    The tariff 411 

pages reflecting MI 13 and MI 13.1 are appended to this affidavit and marked as 412 

Schedules 3 and 4, respectively.  While SBC has agreed to review and revise the 413 

business rules for MI 13 and MI 13.1 to make clear that winbacks are not 414 

excluded from reporting under the revised measures, WorldCom remains 415 

concerned that MI 13 and MI 13.1 as originally constructed and as tested by 416 

BearingPoint failed to include winback LLNs.  For those tests to be valid, the 417 

Commission must ensure that winback LLNs were not excluded and, if they were, 418 

that those measures be included and the new metrics tested. 419 

 420 

27. The bottom line is the LLN problems continue.  These persistent and nagging 421 

LLN deficiencies demonstrate that SBC’s OSS software is not stable and that 422 

SBC’s repeated attempts to fix LLN issues have not been effective.  It is clear that 423 

improvements are needed  prior to, not after, section 271 approval.  The Illinois 424 

Commission needs to be confident that customer impacting LLN problems have 425 

been resolved and that SBC follows change management processes before it can 426 

conclude that SBC is providing nondiscriminatory access to OSS.  SBC has failed 427 

to demonstrate that it provides access to OSS in a nondiscriminatory manner 428 

required by the Telecommunications Act of 1996.  The Commission should 429 
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withhold any positive recommendation on SBC Illinois’ 271 application unless 430 

and until LLN problems are fully and finally resolved. 431 

 432 

    C.   Transmission of Incorrect Completion Notices. 433 

28. SBC witness Justin Brown submitted an affidavit addressing service order 434 

completions transmitted by SBC to WorldCom in error.  Upon receiving an 435 

erroneous completion notice from SBC, WorldCom commences billing the 436 

customer associated with that notice.  However, if the customer has not been 437 

migrated to WorldCom, the customer is being billed by SBC or another CLEC, 438 

resulting in the customer being double billed.  Mr. Brown readily admits that SBC 439 

transmits erroneous completion notices, but downplays the significance based on 440 

his assertion that they occur infrequently.13  According to Mr. Brown, WorldCom 441 

should not get a LLN for these customers because the order should not have been 442 

completed in the first place.14  Mr. Brown’s position is absurd.  Whether it should 443 

have or not, SBC has transmitting notices indicating that an order completed, 444 

which results in WorldCom initiating billing for the customer.  The OSS message 445 

that tells WorldCom that a customer has switched back to SBC Illinois or to 446 

another CLEC is a LLN.  Accordingly, it is incumbent upon SBC to send a LLN 447 

to WorldCom or any CLEC as soon as SBC becomes aware that it has sent a 448 

completion notice in error.  The LLN will contain the effective date that billing 449 

                                                           
13 Brown Reb. Aff. paragraph, 22. 
 
14 Id., paragraph 24. 
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should have been stopped.  This would be the date the order was completed in 450 

error and would allow these orders to be treated via standard processes.   451 

 452 

29. Mr. Brown’s excuse for not sending a LLN is that the its e-mail written report 453 

provides WorldCom with more detail than the LLN.   Mr. Brown’s defense of 454 

SBC’s process fails to explain why it is that the order completed in the first place, 455 

does not note whether the customer really ever received service from MCI, fails 456 

to state whether SBC reversed the billing for the customers they mistakenly 457 

transferred.  Simply put, there is no root cause identified as to why this problem 458 

occurs or how it can be fixed.  In fact, Mr. Brown’s non-response highlights how 459 

the entire process employed by SBC is manual and that SBC disregards CLEC’s 460 

requests that SBC follow standard processes – in this case issuing an LLN – so 461 

that customers are not negatively impacted by the erroneous completion notices 462 

that SBC transmits to CLECs.  That is necessary to ensure that the customer is not 463 

double billed.   464 

 465 

30. Moreover, the erroneous completion notices are not included in any of SBC’s 466 

performance metrics.  To the contrary, the performance measure for Service 467 

Order Completion (“SOC”) will show only that the SOC was sent on time, never 468 

capturing the fact that it was taken back and should have never been sent in the 469 

first place.  The line loss is not missing because SBC Illinois unilaterally decided 470 
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that it doesn’t need to send LLNs in this situation.  Accordingly, neither the SOC 471 

nor LLN performance measures will capture this acknowledged problem. 472 

 473 

31. As I discussed in my Phase 2 Direct Affidavit, and as Mr. Brown’s rebuttal 474 

affidavit makes clear, SBC’s e-mail transmissions on erroneous completion 475 

notices are only one example of a more general issue – SBC’s use of non-476 

automated processes to send some notices to WorldCom.  SBC continues to send 477 

a miscellaneous line loss notifications via e-mail, and, as noted below, sends some 478 

“working service conflict” notifications via fax.  The Commission should require 479 

SBC Illinois to eliminate the use of ad hoc processes that are entirely outside the 480 

normal flow of automated notices before it will provide a positive 481 

recommendation on SBC Illinois’ 271 application.  The Commission should make 482 

clear that SBC must eliminate the transmission of erroneous completion notices. 483 

 484 

 D.   Working Service Conflict Problems.  485 

32. SBC witness Justin Brown paints maintains that there are no problems with the 486 

Working Service Conflict (“WSC”) process.  Mr. Brown comments on 487 

WorldCom’s complaint that WSC did not receive WSC notification forms 488 

because SBC directed the forms to the wrong facsimile number.15  SBC 489 

acknowledges that WorldCom forwarded to SBC the facsimile number in 490 

accordance with accessible letter CLECAM02-349, but indicates that SBC failed 491 

                                                           
15 Id., paragraph 13. 
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to retrieve the number and forward it to the Local Service Center.  As a result, the 492 

forms were misdirected.  Apparently the facsimile number was not retrieved and 493 

forwarded to the LSC due to a death in the family of the responsible employee.16 494 

 495 

33. WorldCom appreciates SBC’s candor on the issue of the misdirected WSC forms.  496 

Nevertheless, the incident again highlights the general problems that occur as a 497 

result of ad hoc manual processes.  Indeed, soon after SBC released the accessible 498 

letter describing the WSC process on July 24, 2002, WorldCom conveyed its 499 

concern that the WSC form was going to be sent by facsimile and instead asked 500 

for an e-mail process similar to the service abandonment form to which the WSC 501 

is related.  With the service abandonment form process, SBC sends WorldCom an 502 

e-mail alerting it of abandoned stations (where a customer has left but service is 503 

still in place), which is the general reason that there is working service conflict in 504 

the first place.  SBC refused to implement the e-mail process and insisting instead 505 

on the facsimile process which resulted in WSC forms being misdirected.  It is my 506 

understanding that WorldCom and other CLECs disagreed vehemently at the 507 

CLEC User Forum (“CUF”) meeting that the facsimile process should move 508 

forward, but SBC unilaterally rolled out this process anyway.  WorldCom regrets 509 

that the WSC faxes were sent to a wrong fax number due to a death in an 510 

employee’s family, but this simply points out the poor track record that SBC has 511 

with its many manual processes.   512 

                                                           
16 Id., footnote 1. 
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 513 

34. As discussed above, the Commission should require SBC Illinois to eliminate the 514 

use of ad hoc processes that are entirely outside the normal flow of automated 515 

notices before it will provide a positive recommendation on SBC Illinois’ 271 516 

application. 517 

 518 

 E.   Missing Service Order Completions (“SOCs”) and Cancellations.  519 

35. SBC witness Justin Brown implies in at paragraph 17 footnote 2 that SBC allows 520 

Worldcom to send missing notifiers, including SOCs and erroneous cancellations, 521 

via spreadsheets.  Mr. Brown claims contends that an LSC Line Manager 522 

incorrectly indicated that the process had changed and WorldCom would be 523 

required to call the LSC to report the missing notifiers rather than using the 524 

previously established process of sending them via spreadsheet. According to Mr. 525 

Brown, WorldCom was informed by its account manager on February 5, 2003 526 

that the line manager in question has been updated on the correct procedure.   527 

 528 

36. Mr. Brown’s account of the missing notifier process change does not jibe with 529 

WorldCom’s actual experience.  WorldCom was informed in October 2002 by its 530 

account team that SBC was requiring that it stop sending missing notifier 531 

information via spreadsheet, not by a Line Manager at the LSC.  SBC’s account 532 

of what happened is inaccurate.  As a result of the direction WorldCom received 533 

from its SBC account team in October, WorldCom has been required to phone in 534 
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missing notifiers to the LSC.  Contacting the LSC is much more cumbersome and 535 

time-consuming than the spreadsheet process.  WorldCom appreciates the fact 536 

that SBC has now confirmed that the information it received from its account 537 

team was erroneous and looks forward to reinstituting the spreadsheet process for 538 

missing notifiers.  However, this incident once again underscores the problems 539 

with manual processes instituted by SBC.  Since WorldCom has been in the local 540 

market in Illinois since December 2000, the Local Ordering Center (“LOC”) 541 

should have learned by now how to handle missing orders.   542 

 543 

37. With respect to cancellations, Mr. Brown also attempts to minimize the 544 

significance of the problem.  His explanation points directly back to the manual 545 

handling of the problems that appear to be more the rule than the exception at the 546 

LSC.  Indeed, SBC has provided a more complete explanation of why it is 547 

canceling WorldCom orders without notifying WorldCom.  WorldCom 548 

transmitted to SBC a list of 160 orders for which it had not received a completion 549 

notice in November or December.  SBC returned a spreadsheet analyzing these 550 

orders.  The legend at the back of the spreadsheet provides the different 551 

explanations SBC gave for canceling each order.  The vast majority were 552 

cancelled as a result of systems or manual errors on the part of SBC (with SBC’s 553 

responsibility for the remainder somewhat less clear).  SBC service 554 

representatives canceled 13 orders in its back-end system ASON, but failed to 555 

reissue these orders.  They cancelled 41 additional orders in ASON that they did 556 



Phase 2 Rebuttal Affidavit 
Sherry Lichtenberg  

Docket No. 01-0662 
March 12, 2003 

 

25

reissue but for which SBC failed to transmit a completion notice.  SBC cancelled 557 

22 orders “due to reject[s]” without transmitting rejection notices to WorldCom, 558 

cancelled 13 additional orders that it said were for valid rejects but for which it 559 

also failed to transmit rejection notices, cancelled five more orders that should 560 

have been rejected because the customers were in the process of switching to 561 

another carrier, and cancelled 43 orders as a result of the working service conflict 562 

issue. 563 

 564 

38. The problem has only grown worse since November and December.  As of 565 

February 27, WorldCom was missing 135 completion notices in Michigan, 211 in 566 

Illinois and 132 in the other states in the former SBC  Midwest region.  567 

WorldCom has submitted the list of orders for which it is missing completion 568 

notices to SBC for analysis.  It is likely that SBC will provide reasons similar to 569 

those it gave for the November/December orders.  There is no excuse for SBC’s 570 

continuous cancellation of orders without transmission of any notification to 571 

WorldCom. 572 

 573 

39. Before the Commission can reasonably conclude that SBC provides 574 

nondiscriminatory access to OSS, SBC must stop canceling orders erroneously 575 

and must notify WorldCom when it does cancel orders, regardless of the cause.  I 576 

urge the Commission to withhold any favorable recommendation with respect to 577 
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SBC Illinois’ 271 application unless and until it demonstrates that this problem is 578 

resolved.  579 

 580 

 F.   Performance Data is Unreliable.  581 

40. SBC’s performance data remains unreliable.  The Commission should carefully 582 

examine the recent affidavit of Nancy Weber, writing on behalf of  the staff of the 583 

Illinois Commerce Commission from the Illinois 271 proceedings.  Att. 6.  Based 584 

on a thorough analysis of the BearingPoint and Ernst & Young tests, Ms. Weber 585 

concluded that SBC’s performance data remains unreliable.  Indeed, in an 586 

affidavit summarizing the conclusions of Illinois staff, Jeffrey Hoagg explained 587 

that staff was unable to recommend approval of SBC’s section 271 application in 588 

Illinois because of OSS deficiencies, failures of key performance metrics, and the 589 

absence of an effective performance remedy plan, as well as SBC’s unreliable 590 

performance data.    591 

 592 

41. Moreover, BearingPoint continues to open Exceptions related to Metrics issues.  593 

On February 18, BearingPoint issued two new exceptions based on SBC’s failure 594 

to adequately document the calculation logic it uses to determine performance 595 

measurement results.  Until SBC’s performance reporting improves, there is no 596 

way to know whether SBC’s performance is nondiscriminatory today and no way 597 

to prevent backsliding in the future.  The Illinois Staff summarizes: 598 

The results of the reviews by BearingPoint and Ernst & Young of 599 
SBC Illinois’ performance measurement data, taken together, 600 
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significantly undermine the accuracy and reliability of those data.  601 
Since those data serve as inputs to any performance remedy plan 602 
used to prevent future ‘backsliding’, the efficacy of any such plan 603 
is seriously compromised unless these deficiencies are resolved.  604 
Moreover, until those data can be demonstrated to be accurate and 605 
reliable by BearingPoint (or another independent third party using 606 
a similar analysis), it cannot be relied upon to establish current or 607 
future compliance with applicable competitive checklist 608 
requirements.17 609 
 610 

I could not agree more. 611 
 612 
 613 

 G.   Line Splitting. 614 

42. SBC witness Carol Chapman addresses line splitting.  Ms. Chapman attempts to 615 

minimize the OSS barriers that will prevent CLECs from being able to implement 616 

line splitting in a manner that will promote competition for Digital Subscriber 617 

Line (“DSL”) service.  For example, through the workshop/hearing in this 618 

proceeding, it is now clear that SBC will not accept electronic orders for line 619 

splitting if the CLEC is on a different version of Electronic Data Interchange 620 

(“EDI”) than the Digital Local Exchange Carrier (“DLEC”), down to the dot 621 

release.  That means that CLECs and DLECs who are on different dot releases of 622 

software (for example, LSOG 5.03 and 5.04) cannot get line splitting.  Moreover, 623 

it is apparent that a customer who is served by a line splitting arrangement but 624 

wants to disconnect his DSL service cannot do so without risking loss of dial tone 625 

for seven days and loss of his telephone number. 626 

                                                           
17 Weber Dir. Aff. at 4.  
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 627 

43. Both of these systems limitations are serious impediments to line splitting and 628 

will soon affect WorldCom.  WorldCom has not yet begun submitting line 629 

splitting orders in Illinois but intends to begin doing so soon.  WorldCom plans to 630 

engage in line splitting by combining DSL service (using the assets purchased 631 

from Rhythms, as well as teaming with other DLECs) with WorldCom’s local 632 

voice service offerings.  In doing so, WorldCom’s DSL organization would act as 633 

a DLEC engaging in line splitting with WorldCom as a voice CLEC.  WorldCom 634 

has been working to develop a process for placing line splitting orders.  But the 635 

issues described above will pose serious impediments to WorldCom’s plans and 636 

could make it impossible for us to create a mass markets DSL product. 637 

 638 

44. WorldCom’s mass markets (local voice) organization and its DLEC are not on the 639 

same version of EDI.  Nor will they be on the same dot release of EDI when both 640 

switch to new EDI versions in April.  WorldCom’s mass markets organization 641 

chooses when to move to new versions of EDI and whether to move to those 642 

versions based on the functionality they provide and the risks and costs of moving 643 

to those new versions.  WorldCom’s DLEC, on the other hand, like many DLECs, 644 

purchases EDI from NightFire – a vendor – and has little choice but to use the 645 

version of EDI NightFire sells.  And even if its DLEC could move to the version 646 

of EDI used by WorldCom’s mass markets organization, this would preclude it 647 

from providing DSL in conjunction with other CLECs that are on different 648 
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versions of EDI.  More importantly, should a CLEC, like WorldCom, want to 649 

team with more than one DLEC, all three companies would need to be on the 650 

same dot version of OSS.  This seriously limits a CLEC’s ability to extend the 651 

reach of its DSL offering, since it is likely that multiple DLEC partners would be 652 

required to cover the entire SBC Illinois service territory.   653 

 654 

45. SBC must correct the version limitation on line splitting orders or WorldCom 655 

may not be able to submit such orders at all.  Unfortunately, since the dot version 656 

EDI limitation did not become apparent until very recently, WorldCom does not 657 

know whether even a work-around would be viable, how costly it would be, or 658 

how much inefficiency it would create in the submission of orders.  Additionally, 659 

WorldCom is concerned about proceeding with plans to implement line splitting 660 

while SBC’s three-order disconnect process is in place.  If WorldCom does go 661 

ahead, it appears the three-order process could cause significant harm to 662 

WorldCom’s customers. 663 

 664 

46. SBC’s line splitting processes therefore pose a substantial barrier to CLECs’ 665 

ability to successfully provide line splitting.  Yet line splitting is likely to be 666 

critical as more and more customers come to desire broadband service. 667 

 668 

 669 

Conclusion 670 
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47. WorldCom continues to experience a number of important OSS problems in its 671 

commercial operations.   In particular, SBC erroneously returns completion 672 

notices on orders it has not completed – and informs WorldCom of this fact via e-673 

mail rather than via fully automated processes, unnecessarily requests additional 674 

information from CLECs on requests for new lines – and transmits these requests 675 

via fax, erroneously cancels WorldCom orders – without informing WorldCom of 676 

this at all, often fails to provision the features and options requested on CLEC 677 

orders, fails to process WorldCom orders to disconnect service, makes repeated 678 

mistakes in transmission of line loss reports, and provides WorldCom with very 679 

inaccurate wholesale bills.  While some of these problems may not seem critical 680 

individually, collectively they substantially hinder WorldCom’s ability to 681 

compete in the local market in Illinois.   682 

 683 

48. The burden is on SBC to demonstrate nondiscriminatory access to OSS at the 684 

time it applies based on dependable and accurate performance measures, and to 685 

show that it has in place a plan that will prevent future backsliding.  It has not 686 

done so.  As a result, the Commission should refrain from making any positive 687 

recommendation to the FCC concerning SBC Illinois 271 application unless and 688 

until this shortcomings are resolved.   689 

 690 

49. This concludes my affidavit. 691 


























